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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

1. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

2. Claims 1-4 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. Note: 

Claims 1 and 3 are indefinite, because a phrase "the cooling/shaping device" 
does not have a positive antecedent basis. 

Claim 3 is also indefinite, because "the transverse orientation device" does not 
have a positive antecedent basis. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 1-2 and 5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over JP 200021 1 008 A in view of Lin (US 5,552,01 1 ) and optionally further in view of 
Schut et al (US 6,376,058). 

JP '008, drawn to a process of making a 3-layer bi-axially oriented polypropylene 
pearl gloss synthetic paper, substantially teaches the process recited in claim 1 
(see the whole disclosure of a computer English translation; for instance, 
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limitations (1) and (2), see page 3 paragraph [0006] to page 4 line 10 and figure 
4; limitation (3), see page 4 line 7 and page 5 discussion of extruder equipment 
1 ; page 5 last paragraph to page 6 line 4; and limitations 5-8, see page 6 
paragraph 1 ; also see pages 7-9). JP '008 further teaches that "[t]he production 
rate of a manufacturing process is quick and reaches in a maximum of 3.5[?] in 
an hour" at a low production cost (question mark added, because it's not legible; 
pages 9-10). JP '008 differs from the recited claims -in that, JP '008 does not 
appear to teach blending calcium carbonate master batch (40-70 wt%) and 
titanium dioxide (30-60 wt%) with other components in compositions (1) and (2) 
before compositions (1) and (2) are fed into their respective extruders. However, 
it would have been obvious in the art to blend calcium carbonate master batch 
(60 wt%) and titanium dioxide master-batch (50 wt%) with other components in 
composition limitations (1) and (2) and use these composition limitations as feed 
materials in an extrusion operation taught by JP '008, because: a) Lin '011, 
drawn to making a 3-layer bi-axially oriented polypropylene pear synthetic paper 
of the type taught by JP '008, teaches the desirability of forming master-batches 
of calcium carbonate (60 wt%) and titanium dioxide master-batch (50 wt%), 
blending the master-batches with other components of polypropylene and/or 
polyethylene compositions for use as feed materials in an extrusion operation 
(examples 1-3; figure 4); and optionally, b) Schut et al teaches using an inorganic 
master batch (25 wt% LDPE, 25 wt% calcium carbonate and 50 wt% titanium) to 
form an inorganic filled polymeric blend, and then feeding the inorganic filled 
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polymeric blend to an extruder to prevent the inorganic powder from "coming to 
the surface to cause dusting" since "the polyethylene matrix is in a sticky molten 
state" so that it "appears to bind" the inorganic powders (col. 6 lines 38-62). 
Although not explicitly disclosed, it is implicitly understood that, in forming a 
master batch, an inorganic powder must be blended into a polypropylene resin to 
form a desired dispersion. In any event, it would have been an obvious 
expediency in the art to blend an inorganic powder and a polypropylene resin 
together in forming a master batch so that the inorganic powder is uniformly 
disperse in the polypropylene resin, thereby providing a polypropylene feed 
material which has a consistent characteristic. 

As for a limitation in limitation (6) of "cooling down at a temperature of 25 °C", see 
toward the bottom on page 7 of JP '008 regarding "annealing and controls the 
contraction of a synthetic paper" and example 1 of Lin '011 regarding tempering 
and cooling to control its reducing rate. The recited cooling temperature would 
have been obvious in the art, because one in the art would have applied a 
conventional cooling temperature or would have determined, by routine 
experimentation, an optimal cooling temperature. 

With respect to claim 2, the recited air-drawing devices recited in this claim is 
conventional in the art. Various types of air-drawing device are used for venting 
of volatile materials emitted during an extrusion operation. 
With respect to claim 5, see page 4 of the JP '008 patent. 
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5. Claims 3-4 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the 
references set forth in numbered paragraph 4 as applied to claim 1 above, and further in 
view of Tunashima et al (US 6,126,915). 

It would have been obvious in the art to surface treat inorganic powder in forming 
a master-batch in the modified process taught by JP '008, because it is a 
common practice in the art to surface treat inorganic powder in forming a master- 
batch to enhance the characteristics of an extruded sheet as exemplified in the 
teachings of Tunashima et al (abstract; col. 1 lines 14-27). 
With respect to claim 4, see column 3 lines 43-67 of the Lin '01 1 . 

Response to Arguments 

6. Applicant's arguments filed 01 -08-04 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

In response to Counsel's arguments on page 12 full paragraph 3 regarding the 
Schut et al patent, it is respectfully submitted that, one in the art reading, the 
Schut et al patent as a whole, would have readily recognized and appreciated 
that, the benefit of forming a master batch by incorporating inorganic powder into 
polyethylene can also be extended to a polypropylene master batch. One would 
have readily understood that, just like a polyethylene matrix, at an extrusion 
temperature of a polypropylene matrix, the polypropylene matrix is in a sticky 
state to thereby bind inorganic powder in the polypropylene matrix so that an 
inorganic powder dusting problem is also obviated. Equally important, as noted 
above, Lin '01 1 , drawn to making a 3-layer bi-axially oriented polypropylene pear 
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synthetic paper of the type taught by JP '008, teaches the desirability of forming 
master-batches of calcium carbonate (60 wt%) and titanium dioxide master-batch 
(50 wt%), blending the master-batches with other components of polypropylene 
and/or polyethylene compositions for use as feed materials in an extrusion 
operation (examples 1-3; figure 4). For these reasons, it would have been 
obvious in the art to blend calcium carbonate master batch (60 wt%) and titanium 
dioxide master-batch (50 wt%) with other components in composition limitations 
(1) and (2) and use these composition limitations as feed materials in an 
extrusion operation taught by JP '008. 

As for Counsel's argument on page 13 full paragraph 13 regarding a 
prefabricating step (i.e. blending an inorganic powder in a polypropylene matrix 
to obtain a required dispersion) recited in a preamble, although not explicitly 
disclosed, in forming a master batch suggested in the collective teachings of the 
references, an inorganic powder and polypropylene matrix must be blended 
together to a desired dispersion (i.e. form a polypropylene feed material with a 
uniformly dispersed inorganic powder). 

As for Counsel's argument on page 13 full paragraph 2 regarding the 
modification of the Schut et al patent or the Lin patent, it should be noted that, 
the claims are rejected as being obvious over JP £ 088 in view of these two 
references and NOT Schut et al or Lin patent in view of JP '088. Equally 
important, Examiner strongly disagrees with Counsel's assertion that, the 
combined references do not teach forming master batches before adding to 



Application/Control Number: 09/985,814 Page 7 

Art Unit: 1733 

extruders. Counsel's attention is directed to column 2 lines 50-62 of the Lin 
patent and column 6 lines 38-62 of the Schut et al patent. 
Finally as for Counsel's argument on page 13 last full paragraph, Examiner 
agrees with Counsel that Examiner has a burden to address any differences 
between pending claims and recited references noted by Applicants. It is 
Examiner's position that, any differences between pending claims and recited 
references noted by Counsel have been addressed by Examiner. If not, it is 
suggested for Counsel to cite any difference(s) not address by the Examiner. 
To simplify the issue at hand, the generic statement which Counsel found 
objectionable has been removed. 

Conclusion 

7. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
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the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Sam Chuan C. Yao whose telephone number is (571 ) 
272-1224. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday with second 
Friday off. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Richard Crispino can be reached on (571) 272-1226. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703- 
872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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Primary Examiner 
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